ASFC 84-1-M 


COUNCIL OF THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE 


Minutes of the meeting held on Friday, January 13, 1984 


Present: D. Taddeo, R. Breen, J. Chaikelson, R. Roy, M. Singer, J. 

Princz, C. Foster, K. Argheyd, M. Armstrong, T. Arbuckle-Maag, 
C. Barton, C. Bertrand, K. Bindon, R. Diubaldo, J. Doyle, A. 
Galler, F. MacLeod, D. McDougall, S. McEvenue, G. Newsham, M. 
Oppenheim, R. Pallen, B. Petrie, H. Proppe, R. Ryan, E. Sacca, 
QO. Schwelb, W. Sellers, H. Shulman, M. Taylor, G. Trudel, CG. 
Valaskakis, J. Young, L. Van Toch, K. Herrmann, C. Langford, 
S. Ferguson, B. Murdock, D. Konig, S. Richard, A. Megann, C. 
McPherson, L. Cobb, D. McArdle, J. Szabo, P. Gott, J. Griffin, 
D. Schuhmacher, M. Hewitt. 


Absent with regrets: A. Broes, A.M. Ketter, D. Dicks 
Guests: R. Schmid (Education), J. Lightstone (Religion). 
1. Call to Order 


The meeting was called to order at 1:35 p.m. 


2. Approval of Agenda 


Ms. Konig asked to have added to the agenda, as item 5a, the appointment 
of student representatives to Faculty Council. 


84-1-1 It was moved and seconded (Konig/Trudel) to approve the agenda as 
amended. 


Vote: Carried 


3. Approval of Minutes 


Prof. Shulman drew attention to the wording of Provost Singer's remarks 
recorded on page seven of the minutes of the last meeting and implied 
that a change should be made. 


Prof. Proppe noted that his name had been left off the list of those 
present at the meeting. 


Prof. Van Toch did not wish to make any corrections to the minutes, 
but in connection with Prof. Pallen's question regarding the imple- 
mentation of the Report of the Study Group on Academic Advising and 
the subsequent exchange she said that she was not able to be present 
at the beginning of the last meeting and would like it put on the re- 
cord that she submitted the recommendations on academic advising which 
she was mandated to prepare to the Steering Committee of Council for 
the June 1983 meeting. It was decided that the Report should not be 
aired until September 1983 and since her mandate ended in June 1983 
she could not submit her recommendations to Council. 
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84-1-2 It was moved and seconded (McEvenue/Valaskakis) to approve the 
minutes of the meeting held on December 2, 1983. 


Vote: Carried 


3. Chairman's Remarks 


The Chairman said that the Steering Committee would be presenting 
to Faculty Council for its consideration candidates for the honor- 
ary doctorates at the February 3rd meeting. He reported that some 
nominations had been received and if there were others that they 
should be sent to the Steering Committee in time for its meeting 
which would take place on January 23rd. 


4. Questions and Announcements 


Prof. Oppenheim asked for speaking privileges for the Chairman of 
his Department, Prof. Lightstone. His request was granted. At the 
same time Dean Taddeo informed the members of Council that Prof. 
Schmid was attending the meeting in the absence of Prof. Dicks and 
he was granted speaking privileges. 


Prof. McEvenue asked if anything had been done about Prof. Chaikelson's 
request, made at the last meeting, about the lack of adequate seat- 

ing at Council meetings. Dean Taddeo replied that he would look into 
the matter immediately after the course change period. 


Dean Taddeo noted that most of the support staff in Arts & Science 
had been drafted to work on the on-line system for registration and 
course change. He said that difficulties had been encountered in 
the first two days because of the breakdown of the computer system, 
but it had been running smoothly in the last few days. He said that 
he was happy to report that the support staff from Arts and Science 
is performing very well. He thought it was important that faculty 
demonstrate to the Registrar's Office that there are people, in the 
Faculty of Arts and Science who can handle that material competently 
so that when the day comes when we have decentralized on-line regist- 
ration, we will have the faculty trained and people who can handle 
the equipment. 


Prof. Petrie informed the members of Faculty Council that some of the 
support staff working at registration are very upset about the comment 
in The Link indicating that registration and course change is in chaos 
particularly while referring to just one student's complaint. He 
thought that faculty should express some faith in the system and 
distance themselves from The Link. 


Ms. Konig replied that it was not a case of just one student and 
that every day there were five-hour waits. 


Dean Taddeo reported that he had been asked to announce that at the 
next meeting of Faculty Council an election will take place to appoint 
a Faculty Council designate to the Advisory Search Committee for the 
appointment of the Principal of the Liberal Arts College. He invited 
Council members to forward nominations to the Steering Committee. 
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5. Elections 
a) Student Representatives on Faculty Council 


84-1-3 It was moved and seconded (Konig/Trudel) to nominate Larry 
Cobb, Doug McArdle, Phil Scalia and Judy Szabo to represent 
students on the Faculty Council. 


Since one of the requirements for student representation on 
Council is to try to achieve a balance across the Divisions, 
Dean Chaikelson asked from what Department the nominees came. 


Ms. Konig replied that Mr. Cobb was from Political Science 
and SCPA (Loyola), Mr. McArdle from History (Loyola), Mr. 
Scalia from Psychology (SGW), and Ms. Szabo from Journalism 


(Loyola). 


Vote: Carried 


b) Board of Graduate Studies 


84-1-4 It was moved and seconded (Trudel/Petrie) to approve the nom- 
inations presented by the Steering Committee, Profs. J. Palmer 
(TESL) and P. Arnopoulos (Political Science). 


There were no additional nominations. 


Vote: Carried 


6. Internal Restructuring of the Faculty of Arts and Science (Third Session) 


Dean Taddeo presented a brief resumé of Faculty Council's delibera- 
tions on the matter of the internal restructuring of the Faculty to 
date: Faculty Council met on December 2, 1983 and at the beginning 
there was a brief discussion concerning the issue. That was followed 
by a Committee of the Whole which lasted approximately three and one 
half hours on the points of view of Council members on the internal 
reorganization of the Faculty. No decision emanated from the Com- 
mittee of the Whole. Steering Committee then met on December ll, 
1983 and January 10, 1984. At the first meeting of Steering Com- 
mittee, after a review of what had taken place at the previous Fac- 
ulty Council meeting, there was a consensus that perhaps the Deans, 
the Provost, and the Vice-Rector should be asked to try to come up 
with something which could be presented to Faculty Council for its 
debate and deliberations. At its second meeting on January 10, 1984, 
Steering Committee had just received the document that all members of 
Council received on the internal administrative reorganization of the 
Faculty and it was Steering Committee's feeling that it should be 
considered along with the other proposals that had been forwarded for 
the reorganization of the Faculty under a single dean, but that it 
was necessary also for Council, in the light of the December 2nd meet- 
ing, to reaffirm last year's motion to provide at least some kind of 
clarity and direction for the debate that would ensue concerning the 
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documents that had been put forward. He said he found himself 

in a bit of a dilemma and would like to spend a few minutes to 

get Council's reaction to the two ways he thought Council could 
proceed: 1) to simply reaffirm the motion made last year to the 
effect that the Faculty of Arts and Science should be reorganized 
under the authority of a single dean. (He noted that there are 
those who happen to believe that this is a potentially devisive 
issue that would do harm, if not irreparable harm to the Arts and 
Science Faculty); 2) to move immediately into further debate and 
discussion of the documents that have been received which propose 
a reorganization of the Faculty under a single dean and try to 
grapple with the issues that may come up in the course of that 
debate. He said that what he did not want to happen was to have 
Council debate the issue of whether or not Arts and Science should 
have a single head every time it gets into a sub-paragraph or into 
a theme such as the ones proposed in the various documents we have. 
He asked for Council's reaction. 


Prof. Proppe thought that it would be foolish and dangerous to 
immediately reconsider the question. If, in following the rules of 
order, one reconsiders the question and it is confirmed or affirmed 
one can never again reopen that question. The issue being looked at 
is, necessarily, a very complex one and to introduce clarity by re- 
stricting the scope of the discussion given the nature of the docu- 
ments he thought was to do a disservice to the Council and to the 
Faculty. The arguments he had heard in favour of reconsidering the 
motion of 1982, that is, that it is somewhat immoral to proceed with 
this kind of debate, which apparently contradicts the spirit of the 
motion unless the motion is deferred, he felt was simply a nicety of 
parliamentary etiquette, nothing more. He thought that Council should 
discuss all the documents as they appear and that it was only if Coun- 
cil is about to vote on a resolution that clearly contradicts the re- 
solution that was approved last year, that Council may have to recon- 
sider the question. He said that prior to that happening Council could 
proceed with a fairly wide-ranging discussion. 


Prof. Oppenheim agreed with Prof. Proppe's statement and said that in 
the light of the discussion last month when there was some feeling 
that people did understand each others’ positions, it would not be 
helpful to raise that issue at this point, an issue that does not 
have to be bounded until we look at other things, e.g., one of the 
suggested models, ASFC 84-1-Dl, could be interpreted as coming into 
conflict with the earlier resolution and if that resolution was re- 
affirmed, it would rule out some of the models we want to consider. 


Prof. McEvenue agreed with the two previous speakers but he said that 
he did not want the discussion to be wide-ranging and suggested that 
the Council begin with a discussion on the document prepared by the 
Vice-Rector and Deans knowing that down the line a decision will have 
to be taken. He was not in favour of voting again on the decision 
taken last year. 
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Prof. Langford said that as a new member on Faculty Council he 

wished to remind the members of a fine point, that is, that it 

is not well defined what a session of Council is, but clearly 

Council must in fact have sessions because if ane followsthe logic literally 
of Prof. McEvenue's remarks, which he did not imply, we would come 

to the conclusion that we are not in a position to consider our 
present structure because it was passed in 1975. Such a stand is 
illogical and we are not going to settle the issues of the structure 
of any part of a living institution permanently. At some point the 
decisions made in the past can be treated simply as the base point 
from which Council wishes to discuss what is the right thing to do. 

As a new member, he said that he would like to feel that the members 
would be able to deal with the problem in that way as a means to 
minimize the debate over who said what, when, in an ad-hominum 

way and try to address themselves to achieving a structure around 
which they can achieve not just a majority, but a consensus. He 

urged the Council, and was prepared to act on it when the Chair 

deemed it appropriate, that a motion be put on the floor to give 
approval in principle to the structure proposed in the document 

for this meeting. He suggested that such a motion was the most 
appropriate, in that it is a complex document and it would probably 

be desirable for Council to approve it in principle in one meeting, 

to allow members of Council to then circulate it to the members of 

the Arts and Science Faculty so that, in fact, if Council does approve 
it in principle, its implications can be explained and discussed and 
members of Council may be able to bring back minor refinements to a 
final vote such that we can come out of this with a structure that will 
satisfy the most essential of all principles of a democratic organiza- 
tion, the consent of the governed. 


He again urged that the motion be put on the floor and that the debate 
be based on the proposal forwarded by the group who were asked by 
Council to prepare a report. 


On a point of clarification, Prof. Shulman asked if the document 
(ASFC 84-1-D1) was a consensus document or if it was the Vice- 
Rector's statement. 


Vice-Rector Breen replied that it is not quite the document that he 
had prepared for this session. It was brought to the Dean’s meeting 
last Tuesday and all of the Deans collaborated in changing, and mak- 
ing suggestions for changes and all the suggestions they made had 
been incorporated into the document placed before Council. 


Prof. Lightstone, referring to the suggestion that Council reaffirm 

its vote on the single dean structure, said that it would be disast- 
rous if one-half plus one or two votes of this Council were to impose 
a structure for the entire faculty on the other half minus two or 

three votes. In a sense, a vote at the moment reaffirming the question 
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of one dean would in fact do that all over again and would open 

up even wider than might have been the case before now, the pot- 
ential divisiveness of the whole issue. He said that he had come 

to the meeting to ask for speaking privileges because he felt that 

the document which was circulated under the name of the Vice-Rector 
had the potential of healing divisiveness to the extent that we 
could come to a consensus within the Faculty that all could live 

with and in which one-half of the faculty would not feel that a 
structure had been imposed upon it by the other half. He thought 

that to reaffirm the vote with respect to one dean would do precisely 
what the Chair hoped would not happen, that is to focus once again on 
the question of one dean and would preclude a thoughtful discussion of 
the issues directly relevant and integral to the proposal of the Vice- 
Rector. He asked Prof. Langford to prefer to progress to the dis- 
cussion, whether in the context of the motion or not, of the Vice- 
Rector's proposal, and to do so without the heightened emotionality 
and divisiveness that has been caused by anterior debate with regards 
to reaffirming last year’s resolution. 


Provost Singer said that he sensed from the interventions made that 
Council seems to be pulling together in a process of carthesis that 
goes on. At the last meeting Council was divided and all felt that 
there was a need for a document to be put together built to a great 
extent on the document of the Science Chairmen that was discussed 
last time that tried not to please both sides completely, but to 
bridge the gap between the two and that process of catharsis had 
enabled the Deans at their meeting on Tuesday to come to a closer 
consensus among all of the Deans, Provost, and Vice-Rector that 

the document was, with certain modifications, was one that one. could talk 
about on the floor of Council, a useful document. His concern about 
the vote was that he thought it was out of place and a regressive 
step and could not see the purpose of it. He, too, suggested that 
Council go on to discuss the Vice-Rector's document. He added that 
if the Vice-Rector's document answers the questions of Council, it 
will not be necessary to re-hash the particular wording of the re- 
solution over again. He did not see that a good reason had been put 
forward to have another vote on something that had already been de- 
cided. The reconsideration of matters, he said, should be reserved 
as a last resort. 


84-1-5 It was moved and seconded (Langford/Pallen) that Council approve in 
principle for circulation and comment to the Departments and Colleges 
the content of the structure proposed in the document ASFC 84~1-D1 
prepared by the Vice-Rector. 


Asked if he thought that discussion on the document would take several 
sessions, Prof. Langford replied that what he had in mind was that in 
this debate Council would make minor amendments and then the document 
would be taken back to the departments for an explanatory session and 
opportunity for comment with the possibility of further minor amend- 
ments before Council takes the final vote and transmits it to Senate. 
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Prof. Singer was willing to accept the first part of the motion 
but thought the second part should be held in abeyance until it 
was seen what progress was made in the debate at this meeting. 


Prof. Langford said that he was willing to amend his motion to 
approve the document in principle but urged that at some point 
departments be given the opportunity to consider the problem of 
exploitation so that there will be not only a consensus of Council 
but also a consensus of the governed. 


The motion was amended as suggested and it was agreed that the de- 
cision as to whether or not the document should be taken back to 
the departments for discussion would be determined at the close of 
the day's debate. 


There was strong support in favour of allowing time for departments 
to discuss the document and comment on it. Prof. Pallen reinforced 
that position by saying that as seconder of the motion he was parti- 
cularly interested in having the document taken back to the depart- 
ments. He said that although members of Council represent depart- 
ments, not all representatives reflect the positions held by all 
faculty members in their Departments and he thought it important 

for the other units to have the opportunity to look at the document 
and read it before it is approved by Council. 


Prof. Maag said that she found herself in the position of having to 
vote against a document that offers a great leap forward in terms of 
moving towards a compromised situation because she knew that her 
colleagues are going to want to pronounce on it. She added that the 
move last year was seen by Division II as being a premature move with 
insufficient consultation and she did not want to see a good idea get 
blackened by lack of consultation. She did not see any particular 
rush to get on with the administrative reorganization since every- 
thing had been slowed down in the administrative reorganization all 
through the University and if search procedures are changed so that 
they drop the evaluations, then search committees will be formed not 
in the Spring but in the Fall. She did not think that Council should 
risk destroying what is potentially a good idea by not going back to 
the departments. 


Prof. Ryan had no objection to a general Faculty-wide discussion of 
whatever is moved, amended and supported and presented to us from 

this meeting. However, he did not want a situation to develop where- 
by everything decided by Council, at every meeting, has to be referred 
back to departments so that there will have to be a procedural refer- 
endum before any decision is made. 


It was determined that the discussion of the document should pro- 
ceed and the question of whether or not the document should be taken 
back to the departments would be decided at the end of the day's de- 


bate. 
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Prof. Langford said that he found himself, as representative 

of Science College, not instructed and free to vote but noted 
that a large number of departments have recorded an opinion 
explicitly, and in doing so have raised an interesting question 
of the status of their representatives on this Council. We 

have heard a plea from some of those representatives to be given 
the opportunity to vote for this kind of approach by being allowed 
to carry the document back to their instructors before the final 
vote. Prof. Longford hoped that the members of Council would 
remain sensitive to that if they wish to see Council support 

the document by a strong majority. 


Prof. Pallen was asked if he was willing to remain the seconder 
of the motion in its amended form: "that Council approve in 
principle the document ASFC 84-1-D1l.," and he agreed. 


Vice-Rector Breen was asked to speak. 


He paid tribute to all of the departments, colleges, and individuals 
who have been addressing themselves to this particular question 
over the past couple of years. He said it reminded him of a 
similar experience he went through over ten years ago, when 

he was Dean of the Loyola Faculty of Arts and Science when they 
were were trying to decide what structure should exist in Con- 
cordia as far as Arts and Science was concerned. He said that 

he insisted at that time that there be a tremendous amount of 
discussion. It took place in the departments, it took place 

in the Councils, it took place everywhere so in the end when 

the final report was prepared it had the unanimous recommenda- 

tion and support of the members of the Faculties at that particular 
time. Over the past few years since the report was printed there 
has been a tremendous amount of discussion. He said that he 

had been invited by many departments to take part in some of 

the deliberations and discussions on the report and he considered 
that to be a good thing. 


He said he had attempted in the light of all the opinions he 

had received both from individuals,departments, and Faculty 
Councils, to make a compromise in his document which he thought 
would elicit the greatest support of Council and not just a 
simple majority. The compromise includes three fundamental 
points: 1) a desire to preserve an Arts and Science Faculty 
with a leader who would coordinate all the activities of the 
Faculty and at the same time would have a particular liberty 

to address himself to some of the major problems of the Faculty 
and of the University. (He stressed this point because he has found 
so frequently in his experience as a senior administrator of 

the University that Deans, Vice-Rectors, and the Rector are 

so bogged down with soi much activity that they have no time 

to reflect on what the University operation is all about); 

2) there should be a sufficient amount of decentralization 

based on the principle of subsidiarity, i.e., if a particular 
exercise of authority can be done at a particular level it should 
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not be assumed by a higher level: 3) that there should be a 
structure which would necessitate a greater cross~-Faculty 
communication. It is with these three fundamental points in 

mind that the recommendations were developed. Included in the 
structure is a Provost who is a leader and a coordinator. In- 
cluded also are Vice-Provosts who are chosen through search com- 
mittees and appointed by the Board of Governors who would have 

a certain amount of line authority for the elements which fall 
under their particular jurisdiction. Also recommended is a 
certain number of Associate Provosts, who are not in the line 
authority category but who are staff (not appointed by a search 
committee) who would have a thematic or cross-Faculty responsi- 
bility. This then would constitute in this structure an Executive 
Committee and that is in keeping with the notion, put forward by 
Prof. Proppe that there should be an Executive Committee whose 
responsibility it would be to make the decisions of the Faculty. 
The Advisory Group which would include not only the Executive 
Committee but also a few Chairmen from each of the programme 
sectors together with the College Principals to deal with the 
pragmatic problems that seem to arise from time to time in the 
operation, Faculty Council would continue to exist in the 

same way as it does now. Vice-Rector Breen said that he submitted 
his suggestions to the Deans and the recommendations they had made 
during a two-hour period spent in assessing the document were ones 
that he felt he could live with and had incorporated them into the 


report. 


He said he was looking forward to some suggestions and comments from 
the members of Faculty Council on the document for clarification, 
but he did not want to reach the point in the document of having 
Council members imprison themselves by trying to dot every i and 
cross every t so that there is very little liberty in the evolution 
for the living out of the system. He added that he thought that 
Council members should have a sufficient amount of vision to be 

able not to get hung up by the terminology and from taking a de- 
cision because of a preconceived notion of what the reaction of 
other people will be. Vice-Rector Breen welcomed comments from the 


members of Council. 


Prof. Lightstone reiterated the position held by his Department's 
members (ASFC 83-11-D2) and reputed that the Vice-Rector's docu- 
ment answers almost all of the department's concerns with the ex- 
ception of one primary concern that is not sufficiently met. That 
of how the Faculty will be represented externally in other bodies 
of the University. It is important that the voice of a Faculty 
approximately four times as large as the other Faculties not be 
weakened in Senate, in RACCA, etc., and that its representation 

in the upper bodies of the University should be commensurate with 
its size. That is not to say that a single governing officer can- 
not strongly speak for this Faculty, but nevertheless, four voices 
speaking within a coordinated point of view are more forceful than 
one. That did not mean that have having four representatives nec- 
essarily means a divided voice, but rather a more forceful voice. 
His fear is that the document could be interpreted to mean that 
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only one person, namely the Provost, speaks for the Faculty 

and votes for the Faculty within RACCA and other such bodies. 
He did not know or believe that that is the intention of the 
Vice-Rector or Deans, but thought that it could be read that 
way since that area had been left undescribed in the document 
and may be read that way by other bodies who have authority in 
the University pertaining to representation of the Faculty. He 
concluded by saying that he would feel more at ease if there was 
some way of assuring within the document, or if necessary by 
title, that this Faculty continues to demand four voices and 
four votes on upper bodies of the University. 


Vice-Rector Breen said that he had not addressed himself to that 
particular dimension. At this time it would only be possible to 
make a statement with regards to representation, ex-officio, on 
Senate, but Council could not address itself to RAACA br any of the 
other bodies of the University because it is not yet known if those 
bodies, which were established by the Rector, will exist next year 
under the new Rector. 


Prof. Lightstone clarified his statement by saying that he thought 

it should be clearly indicated in the document that the Vice-Provosts, 
as line appointments, as well as the Provost, have the right to an 
equal hearing with the Deans of the other Faculties, all of whom 
represent approximately one hundred faculty members or roughly the 
same sized constituency that would be under the supervision of each 
of the Vice-Provosts. He thought that a double-barrelled title 

might be useful to make that clear. 


Prof. Shulman said that he had not expressed an opinion on any of 

the models that were put forward for consideration, but at this stage 

with everyone having a consensus approach he had to express cynicism :and in 
some sense preferred the divisiveness of the last meeting. He then 

asked for an explanation on the placement of the Colleges in the 

proposal. 


Vice-Rector Breen replied that that is:still an open question... There 
is the possibility, with the Provost having the Faculty-wide preoccu- 
pation and implementation of the philosophy of the Faculty and all of 
the faculty members who are in the Colleges coming under the programme 
sectors, to have the Colleges answer directly to the Provost. He drew 
attention to Section 8 of the document where it is stated, specifically, 
that the Provost will deal personally with the relationships between 

the departments and the Colleges. 


Mr. Gott said that as a student representative he had to object to the 
way the meeting was proceeding. He stated that if Faculty Council was 
to approve the document, even in principle, to be sent to Senate, it 
would be a case of having a central document that he could not feel 
was satisfactory. He thought that Council should consider the other 
documents that were submitted to it and if it was not willing to do 
that, then perhaps the right thing to do would be to go back to re- 
affirm last year's resolution. He considered the document to be vague 
in several areas, including that of the placement of the Colleges. 
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He suggested that if all of the documents cannot be looked at, 
then the Drysdale document should be the one to be considered. 


Prof. Ryan supported Prof. Shulman's comments. He said that 

it could be easily forgotten in the entire debate that had taken 
place that what many were most concerned about was the philoso- 
phical unity of the Faculty. The conception that there should 

be a unified voice for the Faculty in the University and the 

fact that there will no longer be a Vice-Rector speaking for 

the Faculty. He thought that the document tries to meet that 
problem. He said that nobody would quarrel with the idea that Arts 
and Science, because of its preponderance in total faculty numbers, 
deserves a kind of proportional representation in the deliberations 
of the University as a whole, but without a Provost, who if need be 
can overrule his subordinates, there will not be one voice for the 
Faculty. To say that the Vice-Provosts should have a voice equal to 
the other Deans is in effect precisely what Prof. Shulman had said. 
There will be no one voice for Arts and Science and each constituency 
will be left to fight for itself and to grab what it can depending on 
what its power position is at the moment. However, the proportional 
representation of Arts and Science is structured against other con- 
stituencies in the University community and it must not do anything 
to compromise the unity of its voice as represented by the Provost 
in this document as the unified voice of Arts and Science. 


Provost Singer thanked the Vice-Rector for his effort in preparing the 
document for Council over the Christmas period. He thought the docu- 
ment could not be acceptable to those who continue to support the hard 
and fast ideas that were expressed at the last meeting, because it 
asks both sides to make some compromise. It gives those who will 

head clusters of departments some authority within the Faculty, but 
not necessarily final authority in the Faculty. It says to those 

who are in favour of a single dean, with no divisions that that motion 
may be acceptable to a majority or may not, but what we want is to 
have a consensus not just a majority vote. 


He thought that the debate that had just taken place could be resolved 
by the use of terms to indicate line authority and perhaps the use of 
two titles a) one of which relates to his/her internal functioning 

in the Faculty and b) the other title to indicate equivalence in 
relation to other Faculties. Such a solution would not compromise 

the notion of a Provost of the Faculty of Arts and Science. He 
thought that to be the key point. 


With regard to the Colleges, the Provost said that his personal 
opinion was that the Colleges will be going off in different direc- 
tions. He expected that the Centre for Mature Students and ultim=- 
ately the Institute for Cooperative Education to become University— 
wide bodies reporting to the single Vice-Rector and that the other 
Colleges would report directly to the Provost of the Faculty on the 
grounds that they pull people from all areas and would best be 
served by the Executive Committee. He did not agree that the 
Colleges were not being discussed and he urged Council to focus 

on the question of the Provost, and Vice-Provosts. 
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Prof. Pallen agreed that there is a concern for external repre- 
sentation of the Faculty and to have four deans of the Faculty 
equivalent to Deans of other Faculties is something that Arts 

and Science deserves. He did not agree that the Faculty would 
haye only one voice if only one person is to speak for it because 
through the debate that had taken place the one thing that had 
come through is that.everybody, regardless of the department they 
come from, is in support of a Faculty of Arts and Science. The 
question to be resolved is that of a structure and who will have 
the responsibility to speak for the Faculty. He was in favour 
of having more than one person represent the Faculty on those 
Bodies where deans have normally been present. 


Prof. Pallen’s other concern that is not answered in the document 
is the availability of that single individual with authority. It 
seemed to him that if a person has a problem and does not like the 
decision taken by a Vice<Provost, he/she can then appeal to the 
Provost Because it states that the authority of the Vice-Provosts 
is delegated By the Proyost. He asked that the specific authority 
that the Vice-Provosts have and the Provost has be indicated in 
the document. To do so would ayoid placing all the authority in 
the hands of one person who would be too busy and not be available 


when needed, 


Prof, Bertrand expressed his disappointment in the document saying 
that consensus is loyely, but it is bland, and that the document 
is bland. He said that it is basically a reiteration of what we 
fave now, only it has downgraded the positions by one level. He 
thought that through the Drysdale document and those submitted by 
Steering Committee there was the possibility of doing something 
imaginative, daring, perhaps, foolhardy, maybe even wrong and it 
might have taken some time to find that out, but with this proposal 
we know how it is going to work because we have lived for seven and 
a half years under the system. The solution, he said, was to vote 
against the document and that would place Council in the position 
of having to decide if they want to consider the Drysdale document 
or the Steering Committee's document. The real issue, he said, is 
whether or not we want one Faculty, the issue that was debated in 
December. What was debated was the principle of an Arts and Science 
Faculty and what he had heard was that everyone in principle favours 
it but nobody who had spoken so far favours the reality of an Arts 
and Science Faculty. They want the principle of an Arts and Science 
Faculty and they want three Faculties. He was in favour of having 
ponsible for curriculum, someone responsible for Faculty development, 
etc., because he was in favour of one Faculty. He said that he would 
have to vote against the motion because it was "in principle" and 
in principle he was against it. He indicated that he would like to 
return to the debate of how to educationally create an Arts and 
Science Faculty. 
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Mr. McArdle said that he too would have to vote against the 

proposal because he believed that an Arts and Science Faculty 
should be just that, a unified entity in reality as well as 

in theory. He outlined two purposes for restructuring the Arts 

and Science Faculty: 1) to improve and strengthen its position 

as a Faculty within the University as a whole and 2) to improve 

the internal administration of the Faculty. He did not think 

that the proposal met those needs. He said that the Faculty 

was in a reasonably good situation with regard to finances at the 
moment with the possibility of being faced with financial diffi- 
culties University-wide in the near future and each of the four 
Faculties will be left to themselves to try to fight for their 

fair share, or a little more, of University funding. He stressed 
that Commerce, Engineering, and Fine Arts are united under one 
voice, sometimes a very strong voice, to get what they need. 

Arts and Science, although the largest Faculty, because it is 
divided by Divisions does not have a strong voice. His second 

point was the question of internal organization. He said that 

the students he represents generally think of themselves as being 

in the Faculty of Arts and Science and do not generally think of 
themselves as Division students, but as being in History, or Maths, 
or Political Science, etc., and associate themselves 1) with their 
a@epartments and 2) with the Faculty of Arts and Science as a whole. 
He said that Departments should be as free as possible to administer 
their affairs with the help of some central coordination in specific 
fields like curriculum, but not to be subject to two levels of higher 
government within the Faculty. He thought there was no need to pre- 
serve a gap between the chairperson and the head of the Faculty. 
There should be maximum autonomy for each department to operate 
within its own affairs. He concluded by saying that the Faculty 
must stand united in order to get what the Faculty needs from the 
rest of the University, and to keep from being caught with Divisional 
infighting within the Faculty. He suggested that Council defeat the 
motion and move on to discuss the Drysdale Report. 


Ms. Szabo fully supported the statements made by Mr. McArdle and 
Prof. Bertrand. She did not think the proposal was significantly 
different to the present system especially in relation to the con- 
tinuation of a divisional structure. That, she said, was what the 
students were against and why they wanted to defeat the motion in 
order to consider instead Prof. Drysdale's document. 


Prof. Proppe commended the Vice-Rector, as others had done, for the 
leadership and vision he had shown at this crucial time in the debate, 
in preparing the document for Council's consideration. He said that 
it was somewhat gratifying to note that it follows some of the ideas 
proposed by the Chairmen of Division III. He made one correction 

by saying that he could not take credit for the idea of having an 
Executive Committee and said that idea came from the Chairmen of 
Division III but could be traced back to the debate that took place 
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in 1976-77 when it was part of a proposal from the then Deans on 

the reorganization of the Faculty. He agreed with Prof. Singer's 
point of view that the crux of the debate probably will be the 
relative importance attached to the Provost vs the Vice-Provosts 

and how this will relate, not only to the rest of the University, 

but to relations outside the University, for example in dealing 

with a committee of NSERC and for that committee to have the feel- 
ing that they are dealing with someone who has the final say. He 
thought it important to spell out those areas where the Vice-Provosts 
would have the final authority. Because the word "division" seems to 
have become something of a dirty word in the Faculty, he suggested 
that "sectorial dean” be used as the Faculty title for the Vice- 
Provosts as a means to reflect the authority of that particular 
office outside the Faculty and outside the University. 


Prof. Proppe said that he found some difficulty with the idea of 

an executive committee that contains both line appointees (Vice- 
Provosts) plus Associate Provosts who are not line appointees and 
who don’t have the same kind of responsibility or accountability 
that the line appointees have. If the Associate Provosts are to 

be members of the Committee he would prefer that they be non-voting 
members. 


In responding to the students"analyses, Prof. Langford agreed with 
them on an essential fact,that is that students see the department 
as the primary unit of the University and next, perhaps, the Faculty 
of Arts and Science, but he did not think their connection to the 
latter was very strong. He said that he is, personally, committed 
to an Arts and Science Faculty as a meaningful unit. He said that 
one of the concerns for having the divisional structure that moved 
very strongly the Science Chairmen, was the concern they saw, as Chair- 
men, that the abolishment of the divisional structure would tend to 
devolve a great deal more authority on to the departments as such 
and if any intsitutional entity is the enemy of a common Arts and 
Science Faculty and a meaningful programme over the whole scope of 
that intellectual span, it is departments. The whole history of 
North American universities would support the general perception 
that the stronger you make the departments, the harder it is to 

have a meaningful intellectual integration. That was one of the 
concerns of the Chairmen of Division III, and one of the reasons 
they supported the divisional option. With reference to the comment 
that the Arts and Science Faculty "hasn’t worked" in recent years, 
Prof. Langford said that his previous term on the Faculty Council there 
was a vigorous and contentious curriculum debate which resulted in 
some significant move in the direction of each major line of thought 
that contributed to the debate. That could not have happened in 

a system in which there were three separate Faculties because this 
Council does control the curriculum. The interesting thing from his 
point of view is that he did not think it could have happened if the 
departments had been stronger because in general the resistance to 
the common concern, broad scale intellectual interest in that curri- 
culum debate came from a commitment to a narrow professionalism 
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from departments and if the departments were made stronger 

that voice in that department would have been that much stronger 

and probably would have carried it. He pleaded with those who 
wanted to reject the motion not to propose in its place a commit- 
ment to a strong departmental system if they really were committed 
to an Arts and Science structure which would urge an undergraduate 
education that involves a concern and commitment for the intell- 
ectual interest of all sectors of Arts and Science. He thought that 
the Faculty has an internal working structure that has a meaningful 
Arts and Science Faculty. 


With regard to the Faculty's external relations, Dr. Langford said 
that the Faculty ought to have enough voices to speak for the Faculty. 
He suggested that there was a need to generate a single voice from 

a group leadership which can interact with the various contributing 
intellectual positions working in an executive committee to try to 
achieve that unified voice of Arts and Science. He could not imagine 
that any one member had the intellectual scope to speak with a single 
voice ex-cathedra from his/her own knowledge. He thought that that 
single voice needed to be constructed out of some dialogue within 

the leadership of the Faculty. He concluded by saying that he liked 
the document and thought it was workable and that it does reflect a 
request for an understanding both ways in the debate of the valid 
points that have been made on the other side and in large measure 
achieves some concession to the valid points. He said that if the 
positions are seen outside the Faculty as they are seen internally, 
the proposal looked like a very nice place to start with our living 
organism, but it was essential that the Vice-Provosts be recognized 
in the rest of the University as having the same status as Deans and 
that the practical organism which in fact would force that is the 
faculty collective agreement because someone will have to be identified 
as the person to whom the various responsibilities assigned in the 
document will go and the Vice-Provosts will not be able to escape that. 


Prof. Maag said that she had some problems with the document but felt 
that for the first time one of the major concerns of her faculty 
members, and of a lot of individual faculty members, that is the con- 
cern about who do faculty members talk to - is met by having the 
smaller units. She was concerned by the lack of clarification be- 
tween the line and staff positions and she reiterated the point that 
the executive council which is going to be the governing body of the 
Faculty will obviously need the input from the staff appointments, 
but thought they should be non-voting members to recognize the differ- 
ence in the type of responsibility given to them by the procedures 

by which they are appointed. She was concerned about the lack of in- 
formation about the sectors and in particular the placement of Psy- 
chology and gave that as one of the reasons for wanting to take the 
document back to the Department. With regard to the placement of her 
department and the possibility that it might be grouped with the 
Sciences she stated that it was possible that she could be bribed and 
she wished to have that recorded in the minutes. She explained that 
in the French universities, students entering with the Psychology 
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profile enter a B.Sc. programme and therefore, although they 
take a psychology programme that has "less" sciences in it 

than does ours, they end up with a B.Sc. degree and to the 
extent that a B.Sc. degree is more marketable, her graduates 
with a B.A. in Psychology are being systematically hard done 

by and so her bribe would obviously be that to move Psychology 
into Science she would like the degree to be a B.Sc. with the 
Psychology profile to be nine instead of ten. She too, was 
concerned with approving the document "in principle" until it 
was clear what is to happen to the eolleges, such issues as what 
does it mean to have the Colleges report to the Provost, what 
would be the advantages of being in a sector, would the sectors 
be formed in a way that would be more meaningful to the various 
colleges,is three sectors the right number? etc., would need to 
be dealt with before people could get a feel for whether or not 
we are simply creating walls rather than opening up a structure. 
She thought that it was essential to retain some kind of small 
groupings for the sake of faculty morale. She said that faculty 
members identify with the particular person who controls their 
workload and that person should not have to deal with too many 
faculty members, should have line responsibility, and should be 
knowledgeableabout the area in which the faculty members work, 
She concluded by saying that the strength of Arts and Science 
depends upon the enthusiasm and the vitality of its teaching 
faculty and that that is fundamental to any structure that is to 
be chosen. She felt the proposal goes a long way to doing that. 


Provost Singer said that as most people were aware, he was originally 
in favour of a single dean-no divisions concept and that was a posi- 
tion that he held for more than a year but he found that the impli- 
cations of that position for the future working unity of the Faculty 
were quite severe and it was clear to him that a significant number 
of his colleagues in the sciences and a number in the social sciences 
were very concerned about that kind of unified structure. He said 
that one of the strengths of the document is that it tries to re- 
introduce the notion of clusters, but certainly not of Divisions I, 
II, and III. He thought that the matter of the composition of the 
clusters should be part of the second round of debate and that the 
motion on the floor should be voted on today if Council could come 

to some kind of consensus. He believed that a compromise was 
necessary to preserve the Faculty. He did not believe the proposal 
to be the same as the present structure; there is no Vice~Rector, 
Academic, there is a different relationship between the administration 
and the Colleges, and there is a regrouping of sectors with a Provost 
and three Vice-Provosts. He insisted that the new structure was not 
a reworking of the old structure but a different set of dynamics. 
Provost Singer urged the Chairman to call for a vote at the end of the 


discussion. 


Prof. McEvenue said he was cynical about the ability of Council members 
to come to a reasoned decision in this matter because the issue was 
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an emotional one. He said he was very nervous about voting 
for the document or against it because he did not know what 
would happen after the vote. He asked if it would be possible 
to have a straw vote on which document the Council would like 
to start from instead of voting the documents down one after 
the other. 


Ms. Megann outlined two reasons why the decision was taken to 

have a single dean, one external, one internal: 1) the external 
concern that we have one single strong voice as the leader of the 
biggest Faculty in the University - to represent the Faculty at 

at the external level; 2) internally, the pedagogical concern that 
we have a unified Faculty of Arts and Science. She said she would 
prefer to eliminate the civisions but could live with them because 
they would not be the same as the divisions we have now, because 
the Vice-Provosts will not have the same responsibilities as the 
deans have now. She thought that the Faculty would be more unified 
if the Vice-Provosts and the Associate Provosts had the same status 
and that all the positions ought to be searched. She said that she 
could not vote in favour of the document because she did not under- 
stand what it meant to vote for the motion "in principle" with re- 
gard to the suggested changes that had been made. 


Prof. Oppenheim thanked the Vice-Rector and the Deans for presenting 
the new position to Council. He thought that it was clear that many 
of the departmental representatives find themselves with a new pro- 
posal that they could live with but would like to change.and realize 
that in order to have real unity and harmony in the Faculty there 
has to be compromise. There are elements of the proposal that his 
department would find problematic. However, he was pleased with the 
proposal and planned to vote for it because he thought that some of 
the deepest concerns of his department as well as those of Division 
II, and of Division III, have been met and he was pleased to vote for 
something that unifies the different departments. However, what 

he found dismaying is the fact that most of the student representa- 
tives find this compromise unacceptable, that they seem to feel that 
there is a philosophy of unity, even though there might not be con- 
crete implications of that unity, that the proposal goes against. 

He asked those students to reevaluate the document and to see that 
what it does in many ways is to achieve the philosophy of unity but 
in the most important way it achieves the spirit of unity. He said 
that the only real concern he has with the document is that the 

role of the €olleges is not explicit nor is the placing of the 
Colleges. He hoped that the Principals found that the document 
offers a solution to a problem they now have. 


Prof. Ryan pointed out that if the divisional structure were to be 
kept it would be totally different to what we have, it would be 
something new and untried, that is a dispersed Arts and Science 
Faculty where each division or each group of disciplines speaks 

for itself and there would be no such thing as an Arts and Science 
voice. He said he was persuaded that the current system has worked 
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well, and has worked well not because of the Divisions but 

because we have had a Vice-Rector Academic. In view of what 

the alternatives are, he thought the proposal was indeed a way 

of saving the important principle of the unity of the Arts and 
Science Faculty and would refuse to allow individual divisions 

to pursue their own separate careers either alone or in con- 
bination with other agencies and areas of the University apart 
from Arts and Science. One of the weaknesses of the document 

he thought, was the fact that the Vice-Provosts are to be assigned 
a sector and that the divisions are to be compensated through the 
executive committee and the sub-structure of the Associate Provosts. 
He believed that the responsibility of the Vice-Provosts should be 
Faculty-wide responsibility to organize the whole Faculty and not 
responsibility by division and sector. He was concerned that in 
the proposal Faculty-wide responsibility is given to the Associate 
Provosts who are not searched and who hold staff rather than line 
positions. He found that to be a weakness of the document. He 
concluded by saying that he was not yet ready to give up all the 
other ideas that had been advanced in order to approve the Vice- 
Rector's proposal. 


Prof. Petrie wondered if the term Provost is necessarily etched in 
stone. He said he has always found the term rather than the in- 
cumbent to be pretentious. Does the term really ensure that mere 
change of terminology is going to give that person the power that 
we think that individual will have? In terms of the model itself, 
he said he could live with it as a compromise position, in prin- 
ciple, to the item he supplied last month. 


Ms. Richard said that she would have to vote against the document 
being accepted in principle because 1) she prefers Dr. Drysdale's 
report which she sees as having more promise along the lines of how 
Arts and Science should actually be structured; 2) on a more prag- 
matic consideration, all the reports received to date are abstract 
models, and none give concrete examples of how specific administra- 
tive problems can be solved. She thought that it is at the level 

of concrete examples that one can judge the superiority of one 

model over another. She cited the arguments brought up at the 
December meeting regarding space and registration, and the appen- 
dices of Prof. Drysdale's report. It is on such concrete levels that 
one can really evaluate whether or not a proposal can work. She said 
that she would like to have a set of examples of routine administra- 
tive problems and perhaps one or two exceptional problems, showing 
how they would be dealt with, in each model, prepared by the author(s) 
of each proposal and submitted to the next meeting of Council. 


She thought that there was no purpose in discussing things in ab- 
stract. She concluded by saying that she would vote against the 
Vice-Rector's report because she thought that the other models 
should be considered as well. 


On a point of personal privilege, Dean Chaikelson asked for an 
explanation of what it would mean if people voted against the 
model in principle. Would that mean that the model would be re- 
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jected and therefore could not be considered again? 


Dean Taddeo replied that if it was voted for in principle, it 
would be a model that would be taken to departments to be 
studied and any modifications and amendments would be brought 
back to Council for adoption or rejection. 


Mr. Griffin considered the document timely and probably workable, 
but he was concerned at the same time that it was leading Council 
to abandon some of the commitments made last year without fully 
reevaluating them. He thought that those commitments should be 
reviewed in the light of new information and that the other models 
on the infrastructure of the Faculty should be examined. 


Vice-Rector Breen congratulated the members of Faculty Council 

and said that it had been a very useful discussion. He said that 

he had taken note of several things that had been mentioned - the 
external representation involved, the relative authority of the 
Provost and Vice-Provosts, the location of departments in programme 
sectors, specifically the role of the Associate-Provosts and the 
method to be used for their appointment. He noted that the matter 
of space was given some mention in the document, and he thought 

that it would be a matter of great importance for Arts and Science 
over the next few years and would necessitate some very hard de- 
cisions to be taken at high levels of authority of the Faculty. 

He said he was prepared, if the document was accepted in principle, 
to discuss with his colleagues in the Deans Committee, the questions 
that had been raised and to present a modified or expanded document 
to the next meeting. He hoped that the report would be accepted in 
principle but said that decision was entirely up to the members. He 
said he was open, as much as possible, to make whatever changes that 
are seriously recommended to him as long as those changes do not go 
against the concept and spirit of a unified Faculty of Arts and 
Science. 


Dean Taddeo suggested that, as requested by Prof. McEvenue, a straw 
vote be taken as to which of the models Council would like to de- 
bate. In the debate that followed on the advisability of doing 
that, Provost Singer called the question on the motion on the floor. 


A vote was taken on those in favour of calling the question and it 
was carried. 


The motion to approye. Document ASFC 84-1-Dl in principle was voted 
on and it was carried. (28/13/2) 


In compliance with the sentiment expressed by several members of 
Council, Dean Taddeo proposed that the document be taken back to 
departments for discussion and reaction. He drew attention to the 
following items in the document that might facilitate the discussion: 
in terms of the definition of authority for the various posts, for 
the Provost - Ib), II2), 3), 6); for the Vice-Provosts - Ic), II4), 
5). 
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Provost Singer suggested that the document with the items 
clearly indicated, be circulated in the mail. 


The Chairman clarified the situation by saying that he had attempted 
to draw attention to the definition of authority for the Provost, 
the Vice-Provosts, Associate Provosts, the Executive Committee, the 
Senior Advisory Group, and that there was also the question of the 
role and the places of Colleges, and the composition of the sector- 
ial groupings. 


Asked if the document would be circulated by the Steering Committee, 
Dean Taddeo replied that he expected the representatives on Council 
to take the document back to their departments and that any resolu- 
tions that might evolve be sent to the Steering Committee in time 
for its next meeting. 


Dean Chaikelson drew attention to the statement on page 4, II 1), 

second sentence: "In the new structure the present decanal level 

of Divisional Dean will be replaced by the Vice-Provost" and said 

that that means that the Vice-Provosts are equivalent to the Deans 
of the other Faculties, and the Provost therefore lies higher, 

and report to the Vice-Rector, Academic. 


Next meeting 


It was moved and seconded (Singer/McEvenue) that the next meeting 
of Council be held on February 10th. 


Vote: Carried 


Dean Taddeo asked to have the resolutions of the Departments sub- 
mitted to Steering Committee by February 6th. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:45 p.m. (Shulman/Trudel). 


